
 

Exhibit P2 
State  





Comment(s) Response(s)
Appendix P – Public Comments and Agency Responses on the Draft EIS and LUPAs

Final EIS and Proposed LUPAs for the Energy Gateway South Transmission Project Page P2-1

S1a Comment and route preference noted. S1a
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S1c

S1d

S1b

S1a

Comment and route preference noted.S1d

Comment noted. Potential impacts on wildlife management areas (WMA) are discussed 
in Section 3.2.15. Potential impacts on the biological resources that may occur in these 
WMAs are discussed in Sections 3.2.7 and 3.2.8. 

S1c

Comment noted. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) reflects conservation 
easements identified by the National Conservation Easement Database website, as well 
as state and local agencies.

S1b

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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S1f

S1e

S1g

The importance of the Tuttle Ranch Conservation Easement for sage-grouse, white-
tailed prairie dogs, and black-footed ferrets are discussed in Section 3.2.8.5.4, under the 
heading Affected Environment (Colorado). 
Impacts on sage-grouse, white-tailed prairie dogs, and black-footed ferrets will be 
minimized through the application of the design features and selective mitigation 
measures listed in Table 3-104 (refer to Mitigation Planning and Effectiveness in 
Section 3.2.8.4.3).

S1g

The potential impacts on sage-grouse and other wildlife resource related to the series 
compensation substations are disclosed for the siting areas in the EIS. Final site 
selection will be coordinated with the cooperating agencies, including the state wildlife 
agencies as well as the Biological Resources Task Group established for the Energy 
Gateway South Transmission Project (Project).  

S1f

Comment and route preference noted. The alignment preferred by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) Little Snake Field and, therefore, the BLM’s preferred alignment 
along the path of the agency-preferred route, is the alignment in the Westwide Energy 
Corridor, parallel to the Bears Ears to Bonanza 345-kilovolt transmission line, crossing 
the area designated as the Tuttle Ranch Conservation Easement. The BLM also prefers 
the alignment be colocated approximately 300 feet from the route alignment for the 
TransWest Express transmission project. The BLM’s intent is to reduce the amount 
of potential impacts and avoid potential proliferation of transmission lines across the 
landscape in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976.

S1e

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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S1h
Comment noted. Additional route variation that crosses the Deerlodge Road on a state-
owned parcel is analyzed in the Final EIS. Also, additional analysis to support National 
Park Service decision-making is included in Appendix G. This analysis includes 
Alternative WYCO-B, which crosses the Tuttle Ranch Conservation Easement.

S1h

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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S1i

S1l

S1k

S1j

The importance of the Tuttle Ranch Conservation Easement for deer and elk winter 
range and migratory routes, as well as pronghorn populations are discussed in Section 
3.2.7.5.4, under the heading Affected Environment (Colorado). 
Impacts on big game will be minimized through the application of the design features 
and selective mitigation measures listed in Table 3-80 (refer to Mitigation Planning and 
Effectiveness in Section 3.2.7.4.3). 

S1k

The additional information regarding the Tuttle Ranch Conservation Easement relevant 
to the analysis was incorporated into Section 3.2.15. S1i

Comment noted. The Final EIS reflects conservation easements identified by the 
National Conservation Easement database website, as well as state and local agencies. 
Potential impacts on the biological resources that may occur in the Tuttle Ranch 
Conservation Easement and the Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Area are discussed 
in Sections 3.2.7 and 3.2.8. 

S1l

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1

The importance of the Tuttle Ranch Conservation Easement for sage-grouse, white-
tailed prairie dogs, and black-footed ferrets are discussed in Section 3.2.8.5.4, under the 
heading Affected Environment (Colorado). 
Impacts on sage-grouse, white-tailed prairie dogs, and black-footed ferrets will be 
minimized through the application of the design features and selective mitigation 
measures listed in Table 3-104 (refer to Mitigation Planning and Effectiveness in 
Section 3.2.8.4.3).

S1j
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S1n

S1o

S1m

S1l

See response to Comment S1n.S1o

In 2013, the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) revised its guidelines 
regarding separation distance between high-voltage transmission lines to be a minimum 
of 250 feet. The alternative routes and route variations for the Project were analyzed 
in the Draft EIS assuming a greater separation distance of 1,500 feet, based on earlier 
2008 WECC guidance. Considering the revised WECC guidance, in early 2014, the 
BLM asked PacifiCorp, doing business as Rocky Mountain Power (Applicant) to 
adjust the transmission line alignment along the agency-preferred alternative route 
to be approximately 250 feet from existing linear facilities and 300 feet from other 
proposed transmission line alignments, where applicable. The BLM’s intent is to reduce 
the amount of potential impacts and avoid potential proliferation of transmission lines 
across the landscape in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976. The alternative routes and route variations for the Project are analyzed in the 
Final EIS assuming a separation distance of 250 to 300 feet. See also the responses to 
Comment S1h.

S1n

Comment and route preference noted. Relevant elements of the biological description 
have been incorporated into Sections 3.2.7.5.4 and 3.2.8.5.4.

S1m

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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S1s

S1r

S1q

S1p

Comment noted. S1s

Comment noted. S1r

See responses to Comments S1h and S1n.S1q

Comment and route preference noted. See responses to Comments S1h and S1n.S1p

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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S1u

S1v

S1t

S1s

Comment noted. S1v

Comment noted. S1u

Comment noted. S1t

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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S1v

S1w Comment and route preference noted. S1w

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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S1x
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Attachment:  Biological Description of the Tuttle Conservation Easement 

 

The Tuttle Conservation Easement encumbers approximately 15,076 acres of land in Moffat County with 
habitat protections in perpetuity.  The conservation easement borders U.S. Highway 40 on the south for a span 
of approximately 5 miles.  Location maps for the Tuttle Ranch are provided as Figures 1 and 2 below.  The 
Tuttle Easement was purchased by CPW to protect habitat for greater sage-grouse (GrSG), big game, white-
tailed prairie dogs (WTPD) and as a place for reintroduction of a new population of black-footed ferrets (BFF) 
within the existing 10-J rule (experimental, non-essential) area.   

 

Greater Sage-grouse: 

GrSG are common year-round across the property, although a portion of the sagebrush has burned in recent 
years and does not support the amount of nesting habitat that it did 10 years ago.  GrSG that occupy the Tuttle 
Easement are part of the Northwest Colorado population.  This is the largest of six populations of GrSG in 
Colorado and includes approximately 2/3 of the state’s GrSG.  Figure 3 shows the location of GrSG populations 
in Colorado.  Due to its size, the Northwest Colorado population is subdivided into 10 Management Zones.  The 
Tuttle Easement occurs along the western side of Management Zone 5 (in Figure 3…south of Highway 40 
where the highway takes a decided bend to the south).  While occupied year-round by GrSG, birds do not 
occupy the Tuttle Easement at high density, compared to areas to the northeast, east and west.   

The Tuttle Easement contains extensive areas of high quality GrSG nesting and brood-rearing habitat.  
Representative photos of GrSG habitat on the Tuttle Easement are included below as Figures 4 through 6.  
Figure 6 also shows the alignment of the existing transmission lines across the property.  One small lek occurs 
in the southern third of the property (Fig. 2).  Another small lek sits immediately east of the property on the 
Crooked Wash ranch.  Neither is located within 0.6 miles of the proposed power line route.  However, both leks 
fall within 4 miles of the proposed power line route, so nesting habitat associated with both leks would be 
affected by a power line route in this location.  While the density of GrSG on the Tuttle property is relatively 
low compared to other portions of the Northwest Colorado population, the property provides an important 
linkage between key areas of Priority Habitat from Axial Basin in the east to Blue Mountain in the west.   

CPW developed Priority Habitat maps in 2012 for BLM’s use in the GrSG EIS process (Fig 7.).  Most of the 
Tuttle property is mapped by CPW as Priority Habitat for GrSG.  The actual portion of the easement crossed by 
the proposed power lines is mapped as General Habitat, but the proposed routes would cross extensive Priority 
Habitat on either side of the easement.  Priority Habitat includes the most important seasonal habitats for the 
long-term conservation of GrSG, including key linkage areas within and between populations.  General Habitat 
includes all other occupied GrSG habitat in Colorado. 

In the immediate vicinity of the Tuttle Easement (i.e., that area from the south end of Cross Mountain west 
along Highway 40 past the west edge of the Easement) the relative value of the habitat on the easement is of 
higher quality and contains a higher number of birds than habitat located north of Highway 40.  GrSG habitat 

See response to Comment S1j.
Impacts on sage-grouse priority habitats are analyzed in Section 3.2.8.5. This section 
also addressed management zones in Northwest Colorado. Relevant elements of the 
biological description have been incorporated into Section 3.2.8.5.4.

S1x

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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S1y

2 

 

south of Highway 40 extends nearly to Highway 64, a distance of more than 20 miles.  GrSG habitat north of 
Highway 40 is constrained topographically (Cross Mountain, Yampa River and associated bluffs), by 
conversion of sagebrush areas to dryland agriculture on Twelvemile Mesa, and by a significantly greater 
presence of pinyon-juniper woodlands, which restricts or precludes GrSG occupancy. Suitable habitat extends 
less than 5 miles to the north of the highway.  GrSG habitat south of Highway 40 is also of greater value to the 
long-term conservation of GrSG than other habitats simply because it is protected from development in 
perpetuity.  None of the surrounding habitat on private, State, or BLM land is currently protected to any 
significant degree (although the future completion of a conservation easement on the Crooked Wash Ranch will 
improve this situation).  The USFWS, in the 2010 Warranted but Precluded listing decision for GrSG, cited the 
lack of sufficient regulatory mechanisms (regulatory certainty) for protection of GrSG.  CPW currently has only 
two programs which meet the USFWS standard of regulatory certainty:  1) the regulatory control exercised by 
the Parks and Wildlife Commission over hunting seasons, and 2) the in-perpetuity protections provided to GrSG 
habitat under our conservation easement program.  

 

Elk and Mule Deer: 

The Tuttle property provides exceptionally significant winter range for elk and mule deer.  Depending on the 
year, as many as 7,000 to 10,000 elk can be found on or near the property in the heart of the winter.  These elk 
come from the two of the largest herds in Colorado (E-2 Bears Ears and E-6 White River).  Collectively, these 
herds are a significant economic and recreational driver for the entire region and provide a disproportionate 
share of CPW license revenue.  Mule deer also concentrate on the property.  Large wildfires surrounding the 
property make the remaining sagebrush on the Tuttle property of key importance to wintering mule deer in 
many years.  As with GrSG, habitat south of Highway 40 in the vicinity of the Tuttle Easement is of 
substantially higher value for wintering big game than adjacent habitats to the north of the highway.  The largest 
wintering bands are almost always located south of Highway 40. 

 

White-tailed Prairie Dog/Black-footed Ferret: 

When the then Colorado Division of Wildlife began looking for suitable black-footed ferret release sites in the 
early 1990s, the Tuttle property contained some of the highest density WTPD colonies anywhere in 
northwestern Colorado.  It would have been a preferred site for the original releases of ferrets had an agreement 
with the landowner been in place at the time.  WTPD continued to be very common on the property when the 
easement process began in 2010.  This density of prairie dogs made the property a key site for conservation of 
WTPD and for eventual release of BFF, which is stipulated in the easement.  The entire Tuttle Easement is 
included within the existing 10-J Rule area (experimental, non-essential) in which release of BFF is permitted.  
USFWS contributed approximately $500,000 toward the purchase of this easement.  These funds came from the 
non-traditional Section 6 fund for conservation of federally listed species (BFF in this instance).  Release of 
ferrets on the property is on hold as WTPD colonies on the property suffered a plague epizootic in 2011-12, 
resulting in a severe loss of population.  Distribution and density of WTPD colonies in the vicinity of the Tuttle 
Easement is substantially greater south of Highway 40 than north of Highway 40.  As with GrSG, WTPD 

S1z

S1x

Comment and route preference noted. Relevant elements of the biological description 
have been incorporated into Sections 3.2.8.5.4.S1z

Comment and route preference noted. Relevant elements of the biological description 
have been incorporated into Sections 3.2.7.5.4.S1y

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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distribution and density north of Highway 40 are constrained by topography, production agriculture, and 
pinyon-juniper woodlands.  Most importantly, the opportunity to actively manage for high populations of 
WTPD capable of supporting BFF reintroduction is only possible on the Tuttle Easement by the agreements 
with the landowner that are contained in the Easement.  Even if WTPD/BFF habitat north of Highway 40 was 
equal in value, active management for these species would be precluded because the landowner agreements 
necessary for implementation do not exist on private lands outside the easement boundary. 

Figure 1.  Overview map of the Tuttle Ranch 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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Figure 2.  Close-up map of the Tuttle Ranch 

 

 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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Figure 3.  GrSG populations in Colorado 
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Figure 4.  Representative GrSG habitat on the Tuttle Easement 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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Figure 5.  Representative GrSG habitat on the Tuttle Easement 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (cont.)S1
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Figure 6.  Representative GrSG habitat on the Tuttle Easement 

Figure 7.  GrSG priority habitat in Colorado 
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S2c

S2e

S2d

S2b

S2a

The BLM would issue a 250-foot-wide right-of-way grant across the lands it 
administers that is consistent with applicable regulations, recognizing that the Applicant 
must acquire all access permissions for lands outside of their jurisdiction. Regardless 
of the alternative route selected by the BLM, the BLM understands if a portion of the 
route is located on property owned or controlled by Utah State Institutional Trust Lands 
Administration (SITLA), the Applicant would independently negotiate with SITLA 
to microsite the line and acquire land-use rights so the interests and needs of both the 
Applicant and SITLA are reasonably addressed.

S2e

The Gordon Creek WMA is addressed in Section 3.2.15. The two conservation 
easements located near the Sanpitch River (the Nuttall Farms and Crawford Farms 
conservation easements) have been incorporated into the Final EIS (refer to Section 
3.2.15). Potential impacts on the biological resources that may occur in these 
conservation easements, such as crucial mule deer winter range and the Columbia 
spotted frog, are discussed in Sections 3.2.7 and 3.2.8.

S2d

See response to Comment S2b.S2c

The BLM acknowledges the Conservation Plan for Greater Sage-Grouse in Utah in 
Section 3.2.8.1 and Appendix J. Impacts on designated sage-grouse management areas 
are discussed in Section 3.2.8.5. The analysis found that the Project would be consistent 
with the Conservation Plan for Greater Sage-Grouse in Utah.

S2b

Alternative route comparison for land jurisdiction is included in Table 2-16 and 
Section 3.2.11. The majority of all alternative routes and route variations cross land 
administered by the BLM and efforts have been made to site alternative routes and 
route variations in federally designated utility corridors to the extent possible (i.e., 
where suitable when reviewing for environmental, geographic, or engineering/electric 
system reliability concerns).
Alternative route development occurred through study and review activities conducted 
in four stages (as discussed in Chapter 2), including: feasibility studies, agency review 
of the preliminary alternative routes, public review and comment on the preliminary 
alternative routes, and review of alternative routes through environmental studies. 
As described in the Impacts to Property Values section of Section 3.2.22, property 
values can be affected by transmission lines, depending on the proximity of the 
transmission line to structures, the surrounding topography, and the existence of 
landscaping and other vegetation. Additional description has been added to Section 
3.2.22 indicating the Applicant would pay market value to nonfederal landowners, 
as established through the appraisal process, for any new land rights or easements 
required for this Project. The appraisal process takes all factors affecting value into 
consideration, including the impact of transmission lines on property value. Therefore, 
private property owners would be compensated for any losses in property values based 
on market values assessed through the appraisal process. 

S2a

Utah Public Lands Policy Coordination (cont.)S2
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Utah Public Lands Policy Coordination (cont.)S2
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S3b

S3d

S3c

S3a

The recommended change has been made in the Final EIS.S3d

Comment and route preference noted.S3c

Through coordination with the BLM Rawlins Field Office, Alternative WYCO-B was 
rerouted to cross a non-contributing segment of the Cherokee Trail. This trail crossing 
is in the same location adopted by the BLM for the TransWest Express transmission 
project. The analysis in the Final EIS reflects this route revision.

S3b

Comment and route preference noted. S3a

State of Wyoming – Governor’s OfficeS3
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S4b

S4a

The POD will include a Noxious Weed Management Plan (to be developed in 
coordination with cooperating agencies and finalized for the selected route before 
construction may proceed) that includes noxious weed control measures in accordance 
with existing regulations and BLM and U.S. Forest Service (USFS) requirements. 
Control measures will be based on species-specific and site-specific conditions 
(e.g., proximity to water or riparian areas, agricultural areas, and season) and will 
be coordinated with the BLM or USFS Authorized Officer or his/her designated 
representative, Project Managers, the Compliance Inspection Contractor, and the 
Construction Contractor’s weed management specialist. Further, the Noxious Weed 
Management Plan will be based on the principles and procedures outlined in the 
BLM Integrated Weed Management Manual 9015 and Forest Service Noxious Weed 
Management Manual 2080. Preconstruction surveys will be conducted for the selected 
route to be used by the agencies to refine the mitigation requirements and further 
inform the POD. 

S4b

Comment noted. Design Feature 33 has been revised to conform with the stipulations 
contained in the BLM Rawlins RMP for portions of the Project in Wyoming.S4a

Wyoming Department of Environmental QualityS4
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S4d

S4c

S4b

This level of information would be developed and included in the POD. S4d

Comment noted. Any required state permits will be obtained prior to construction. 
Protocols for obtaining a variance for turbidity through the Wyoming Department of 
Environmental Quality will be included in the Project POD. Description of the Surface 
Water Quality Standards document has been bolstered in the Regulatory Framework 
subsection of the water resources section of Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.4). 

S4c

Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (cont.)S4
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S5a

Comments noted. Per Design Feature 34 (refer to Table 2-8), the Applicant will adhere 
to interagency-developed methods for preventing the spread of aquatic invasive 
species. Specific requirements will be specified in the POD, to be developed in 
coordination with cooperating agencies (including the state of Wyoming) and finalized 
for the selected route before construction may proceed.

S5a

Wyoming Game and Fish DepartmentS5
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S5a

Wyoming Game and Fish Department (cont.)S5
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S6a

S6b
Comment and route preference noted.S6b

The information provided by Wyoming Office of State Lands and Investments has 
been provided to the Applicant. The BLM would issue a 250-foot-wide right-of-way 
grant across the lands it administers that is consistent with applicable regulations, 
recognizing that the Applicant must acquire all access permissions and permits for 
lands outside of their jurisdiction. 

S6a

Wyoming Office of State Lands and InvestmentsS6
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S6d

S6c

Comment noted.S6d

See response to Comment S6a. It is expected the Applicant would resolve conflicts 
with regard to mineral ownership and access along the selected route through fee 
mineral and landowner agreements and permissions. In general, BLM expects that 
the likelihood and potential for such conflict are low and the effect small. With the 
availability of current technology, oil and gas recovery still could occur in proximity 
to transmission lines. Discussion is included in Section 3.2.2.5 that acknowledges the 
potential for isolated conflicts with future mineral development, and noting the BLM’s 
expectation that the Applicant would obtain permissions and agreements that resolve 
conflicts with regard to mineral ownership and access along the selected route prior to 
construction.

S6c

Wyoming Office of State Lands and Investments (cont.)S6
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